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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



Case No. 05-1441 (RMC) 



MICHAEL WEST, 

Plaintiff, 



ALPHONSO JACKSON, Secretaiy of the 
Dq>artment of Housing and Urban 
Development, 

Defendant. 



PLAINTIFF*S SECOND RlJf F. S6(fl DECT.ARATfOISJ 

IN SUPPORT OF DISTOVERY AND R ESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S 

RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTPrF'S MOTION FOR 

RECONSIDERATION. OR IN THR ALTERNATTVF. 

TO ALTER OR AMEND ORDER 

COMES NOW Plaintiff Michael West, pro se, and moves the court with this second 
declaration, and hereby declares: 

1 . I am the plaintiff and submit this second declaration pursuant to Rule 56(f) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, in support of plaintifiPs request for discovery. 

2. Previously, plaintiffprovided tills court witii first declaration. Atiueand 
complete copy is attached as West's Exhibit A. 

3. On the basis of carefiil assessment of plaintiff's allegations and the current record, 
I believe that to present his claims fully and responsibly, plaintiff needs discovery for tiie 
reasons set forth below. 

4. Within defendant's response in opposition to plaintiffs motion for 
reconsideration, or in tiie alternative, to alter or amend order, the defendant raises two 
issues: (1) Untimely Rule 59(e) motion, and (2) Alleged Rule 60(b) motion. 
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5. First, as stated by the defendant, the question is raised to whether the district 
court practice of "failing to [timely] furnish" plaintiff with this court's Orders bars the 
relief that plaintiff seeks. Id., 2. 

6. Discovery is needed to resolve this issue as to why the court would engage in 
and impose such constraints against pro se plaintiffs, which files in die face of due 
process in violation of the U.S. Constitution. 

7. Particularly, a sworn statement from this court's clerk, and others, that were 
responsible for this prejudicial matter especially in light of the fact that the standard in a 
Rule 60(b) motion is considerably "higher" than the standard used to decide a Rule 59(e) 
motion. Id, 3. 

8. Second, the defendant [prematurely] states that plaintiffs motion should be 
treated as a Rule 60(b) Motion (emphasis added). 14, 2. 

9. The defendant further states that "Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) 
permit's a party to seek relief from a fmal judgment or order for one or more of the 
following reasons:. . .firaud." Id, 2-3. 

10. Defendant states that this court should disregard plaintiffs request for agency 
materials that are generally used as part of its daily business practices under FOIA. Id, 3. 

1 1 . Remarkably, the defendant does not cite one federal case that is directly on "all 
fours" that supports its claim that "HUD's regulations and statutes" are not covered under 
FOIA, but instead diverts this court's attention with "the statutes Plaintiff cites were 
considered by the court and rejected." Id, 3. 

1 2. In the event that this court denies the instant Rule 59(e) motion, plaintiff may 
then prepare and invoke Rule 60(b) for "fraud" in due course and as a matter of due 
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process. 

13. Here, it may be premature for this court to convert plaintiffs Rule 59(e) motion 
into a Rule 60(b) motion without amending this motion with the missing averments and 
argument as a matter of due process. Fourteenth amend., U.S. Const. 

14. Here, it is presumed that the defendant's attorney has made a reasonable 
investigation into the facts, as well as the issues that plaintiff has raised. 

15. Moreover, the defendant attorney's office is closely located within the same 
proximity as Turner Russell's Washington, D.C. office. 

16. Therefore, it may be reasonably inferred that the defendant's attorney has 
reviewed the Turner Russell evidence. 

1 7. Here, prior to plaintiff dispatching the underlying FOIA appeal, Mr. Russell 
instructed for this plaintiff to address his correspondence to his secretary, Ms. Anita 
Robinson.. A copy of this correspondence could not be located, therefore, it is not 
attached. See Plaintiff's Exhibit A ("Thank you for Turner Russell's letter of January 6, 
2005.") 

1 8. Significantly, Mr. Russell had dispatched letters to this plaintiff as part of his 
review of a subordinate office using false or perjured evidence to close a discrimination 
complaint investigation. Supra. 

19. As attested, there can be no doubt of these facts above because Mr. Russell 
directed that a new investigation be conducted for that matter. See HUD Final Report, 
dated 11/06/2005. 

1 9. Defendant states this court should disregard plaintiff s proffered withheld 
Turner Russell evidence because the materials "were addressed to Ms. Anita Robinson, 
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not Turner Russell." U^ 4. 

19. Notwithstanding, plaintiff alleges that this defendant, by and through its 
attorney, are "fudging its evidence" or "sandbagging" this court. Id, 5. 

20. This was plaintiflPs nicer way of stating that the defendant's are perpetrating a 
fraud on the court. 

21. Conversely, examples of fraud include "the knowing participation of an attorney 
in the presentation of perjured testimony." Id, 5. 

22. Discovery is needed to address the missing prior correspondence between 
Turner Russell and this plaintiff that can be used to demonstrate that Mr. Russell clearly 
directed plaintiff to address correspondence in this manner for matters directed to him for 
his personal consideration. 

23. As illustrated above, discovery may be warranted so that plaintiff can adequately 
respond to the issues that the defendant has raised in its response enumerated above, or on 
summary judgment, or both, under Rule 56(f). Cf Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 
317, 325 (1986) ("Any potential problem with such premature motions can be adequately 
dealt with under Rule 56(f), which allows a sunmiaiy judgment motion to be denied, or 
the hearing on the motion to be continued, if the nonmoving party has not had an 
opportunity to make full discovery."). 

I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 
Executed this A^ day of November 2006. 




Michael West, pro se 
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P.O. Box 1935 

St. Charles, MO 63302 

No phone 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVTCE 

I certify that a tme^ complete copy of the foregoing was placed in the U.S. mail, first 
class, on this2£f]^y of November, to: 

Michelle Johnson 

AUSA 

555 4* St., N.W. Room E4212 

Washington, D.C. 20530 
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MICHAEL WEST, 

Plaintiff, 



V. 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



ALPHONSO JACKSON, Secretary, 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 

Defendant. 



Civil Action No. 05-1441 (RMC) 



_J 



ORDER 

Michael West, proceeding pro se, filed this action pursuant to the Freedom of 

InfonnationActCTOIA").5U.S.C.§552. appealing the dispositionofhisrequestsforrecords from 
the Department ofHousing and Urban Development ("HUD"). On September 15. 2006. the Court 
granted summaiy judgment in favor of Defendant. Plaintifffiled a notice of appeal on the same day. 

Before theCourt is Mr. West'smotionforreconsideration, filed on Octoberl3.2006. 

and his motion to amend the petition, filed on November 27. 2006. The first motion reargues issues 

aheady decided by the Court and provides no further information that would compel the Court to 

alter its earlier decision. The second motion. Plaintiffs motion to amend, seeks to add new claims. 

The filing of a notice of appeal confers jurisdiction on the court of appeals and divests 

the district court of its control over those aspects of the case involved in the appeal. Griggs v. 

P'ovidentConsumerDiscountCo.A59VS.56,5%im2),LaRouchev.US.Dep'tofT^^^^^ 
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F. Supp. 2d 48, 52 (D.D.C. 2000). Thus, this Court lacks jurisdiction over Plaintiffs motions. 
Moreover, the Court of Appeals issued a summary affirmance of this Court's opinion and order 
granting summary judgment, see West v. Jackson, No. 06-5281 (D.C. Cir. Mar. 6, 2007) (per 
curiam), rendering Mr. West's motions moot. 

Based on the foregoing, it is hereby 

ORDERED that PlamtifFs motion for reconsideration [Dkt. # 29] is DENIED; and 



it is 



DENIED. 



FURTHER ORDERED that PlaintifiTs motion to amend petition [Dkt. # 34] is 



DATE: March 12, 2007 



/s/ 



ROSEMARY M. COLLYER 
United States District Judge 



■j Oi 



/ 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT f^tJ/B/T' ^ 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



MICHAEL WEST, 

PlaintifT, 



V. 



ALPHONSO JACKSON, Secretary, 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 

Defendant. 



Civil Action No. 05-1441 (RMC) 



MEMORANDUM OPINION 

Michael West, proceeding pro se, filed this action pursuant to the Freedom of 
Information Act ("FOIA"). 5 U.S.C. § 552. appealing the disposition of his requests for records by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD"). HUD has filed a motion to dismiss 
or for summary judgment. Mr. West has filed an opposition to the HUD 's motion and a motion for 
judgment on the pleadings. For the following reasons, the Court will grant summary judgment 
favor of HUD. 



m 



L BACKGROUND 

Mr. West alleges that on March 8, 2005 he sent a FOIA request to Anita Robinson 

atHUD'sEnforcementSupportDivisioninWashington, DC, seeking HUDstatutes,reguIations, and 
policies regarding discrimination investigations. Section 8 housing, and emergency housing for the 
homeless. Second Am. Compl. 1 5. OnApril 16, 2006, after receiving no response. Mr. Westsays 
that he filed an appeal with HUD's FOIA Officer in the District of Columbia. Id. f 7. HUD later 
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searched its FOIA request databases, but could find no record of either the FOIA request or the 
appeal. Decl. ofHoUyK. Salamido HTf 6-9. 14-15; Decl. ofLamontR. Williams Hf 4, 8. 9; Decl. of 
VirginiaAckennan1|t2,3.6,7;Decl.ofGregoryKing1It5.7, 10, 11. 

On August 29. 2005. Mr. West sent a request to HUD for all records, documents, and 
evidence gathered during the agency's investigation of a discrimination complaint he had filed. 
Second Am. Compl. f 12. The investigation had been initiated upon Mr. West's allegation that he 

had been deniedhousing assistance by theNorth East Community Action CoiporationC'NECAC"), 
aSection8rentalassistanceprogram.basedonhis gender. Decl. ofFranklin Montgomery If 7. Mr. 
West and Franklin Montgomery, the HUD Equal Opportunity Specialist investigating his 
discrimination complaint, exchanged a series of e-mails, hi the correspondence between July 15, 
2005 and August 4. 2005, Mr. Montgomery sent a list of questions to Mr. West for the purpose of 
assisting HUD in the investigation, id. Hf 9-10 & Ex. 1 & 2, and Mr. West responded. /^. f 1 1 & 
Ex.3. 

Mr. Montgomery sent an additional set of questions on August 24, 2005. Id.\\2& 
Ex. 4. In response, Mr. West stated that he had insufficient infomiation to answer the questions and 

asked for copiesoftheNECACcorrespondence,acopyofafraud statute, information regarding the 
subjects of the investigation, and the status of his appeal of HUD's denial of housing assistance. Id., 
Ex. 5 & 6. In a September 2. 2005 e-mail, Mr. West asked how to appeal Mr. Montgomery's 
response, specifically requesting "the administrative appeal procedure . . . pursuant to [FOIA]." Id 
Ex. 7. On September 12, 2005. Mr. Montgomery forwarded Mr. West's e-mail to the FOIA liaison 
in HUD's St. Louis field office. Id Ex. 8. 

On September 29, 2005, HUD responded to Mr. West's September 2, 2005, request. 
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Decl of Fannie J. Woods ^ 10; Second Am. Compl. Ex. E. The agency informed him that the Fair 
Housing Act prohibited the release of inforaiation gathered diiring a discrimination investigation 
while the investigation is ongoing. Id, Mr. West was advised that the Office of Fair Housing and 
Equal Opportunity would send him a copy of the final investigative report upon completion of the 
investigation. Id, In the same letter, HUD also provided Mr. West with information on his FOIA 
appeal rights, including where to send the request. Id, HUD asserts that a search of its databases 
did not produce any record indicating that Mr. West filed an appeal of this decision. Decl. of 
Virginia Ackerman 1 8. 

11. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

HUD has motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim or for summary judgment. 

Where matters outside the pleadings are presented in a motion to dismiss, the court must treat the 

motion as one for summary judgment imder Rule 56. Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6). Here, the parties 

have presented matters outside the pleadings. Accordingly, the Court treats HUD's motion as one 

for summary judgment. 

Under Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, summary judgment must be 
granted when "the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together 
with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the 
moving party is entitled to ajudgmentas amatterof law." Fed. R. Civ. P. 56{c)\ Anderson v. Liberty 
Lobby, Inc., All U.S. 242, 247 (1986). Moreover, summary judgment is properly granted against 
a party who "after adequate time for discovery and upon motion . . . fails to make a showing 
sufficient to establish the existence of an element essential to that party's case, and on which that 
party will bear the burden of proof at trial." Celotex Corp, v. Catrett, All U.S. 317, 322 (1986). 
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In ruling on a motion for summary judgment, the court must draw all justifiable 
inferences in the nomnoving party's favor and accept the nonmoving party's evidence as true. 
Anderson, 477 U.S. at 255. Moreover, "any factual assertions in the movant's affidavits will be 
accepted as being true unless [the opposing party] submits his own affidavits or other documentary 
evidence contradicting the assertion." Neal v. Kelly, 963 F.2d 453. 456 (D.C. Cir.1992) (quoting 
Lems V. Faulkner, 689 F.2d 100. 102 (7th Cir. 1982)). A nomnoving party, however, must establish 
more than "the mere existence of a scintilla of evidence" in support of its position. Anderson, 477 
U.S. at 252. The nomnoving party may not rely solely on allegations or conclusory statements. 
Greene v.Dalton, 164 F.3d 671. 675 (D.C. Cir. 1999). Rather, the nomnoving party must present 
specific facts that would enable a reasonable jury to find in its favor. Id at 675. If die evidence "is 
merely colorable, or is not significantly probative, summary judgment may be granted." Anderson, 
477 U.S. at 249-50 (citations omitted). 

FOIA cases are typically and appropriately decided on motions for summary 
judgment. Miscavige v. IRS, 2 F.3d 366, 368 (1 1th Cir. 1993); Rushford v. Civiletti, 485 F. Supp. 
477,481n.l3 (D.D.C. 1980). In a FOIA case, the Court may award summaryjudgment solely on 
the basis of information provided by the department or agency in affidavits when the affidavits 
describe "the documents and the justifications for nondisclosure with reasonably specific detail, 
demonstrate that the information withheld logically falls within the claimed exemption, and are not 

controverted by either contrary evidence in the recordnorbyevidenceofagency bad faith." M///arv 
Audit Project V. Casey, 656 F.2d 724. 738 (D.C. Cir. 1981); see also Vaughn v. Rosen, 484 F.2d 820, 
826-28 (D.C. Cir. 1973). 
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III. ANALYSIS 
A. March 2005 Request 

HUD contends Mr. West has failed to exhaust his administrative remedies. A party 
must exhaust the available administrative remedies under FOIA prior to seeking relief in federal 
court. Oglesby v. Dep't of the Army, 920 F.2d 57, 61-62 (D.C. Cir. 1990); Nurse v. Sec'y of Air 
Force, 23 1 F. Supp. 2d 323, 327 (D.D.C. 2002). Exhaustion is generally required "so that the agency 
has an opportunity to exercise its discretion and expertise on the matter and to make a factual record 
to support its decision." Oglesby, 920 F.2d at 61. 

In response to HUD's argument that he has not exhausted his remedies on this 
request, Mr. West has submitted an unsigned letter dated March 8, 2005 that he alleges was mailed 
to Anita Robinson at HUD *s Office of Enforcement in Washington, DC, and an April 1 6, 2005 letter 
appealing HUD's failure to respond to his request. Compl. Exs. A & B. HUD personnel searched 
the agency's databases and could not find a record of any correspondence fi-om Mr. West. Decl. of 
Holly K. Salamido ff 5-9, 14-15; Decl. of Lamont R. Williams ^f 4, 8-9; Decl. of Virginia 
Ackerman HTJ 3-8; Decl. of Gregory King Hf 5- 1 L 

Federal jurisdiction over a FOIA claim is dependent upon a showing that an agency 
improperly withheld agency records. Kissinger v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of the Press, 445 
U.S. 136, 150(1980). "Ifno FOIA request is received, an agency has no reason to search or produce 
records and similarly has no basis to respond." Carte v. ATF, No. 03-1658, 2004 WL 2051359, at 
*8 (D.D.C. Aug. 1 2, 2004). "Without any showing that the agency received the request, the agency 
has no obligation to respond to it." Hutchins v. Dep't of Justice, No. 00-2349, 2005 WL 1334941, 
at *2 (D.D.C. June 6, 2005). The Court has no basis to discredit HUD's swom affidavits that it has 

-5- 
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no record. Since HUD did not withhold any documents. Mr. West does not have a viable FOIA 
claim against the agency. 

Mr. West maintains that his FOIA' claim rests on the fact that HUD did not respond 
to hisFOIA requests within the 20-daystatutoryrequirement. SeeSV.S.C. § 552(a)(6)(A)(i). If an 

agency does notcomply with theFOIA'stimerequirements,aplaintiffhasconstructivelyexhausted 
his administrative remedies and may file suit. Judicial Watch. Inc. v. Rossotti, 326 F.3d 1309. 1310 
(D.C. Cir. 2003). These statutory deadlines, however, are triggered by the agency's receipt of the 
FOIArequest. 5U.S.C. § 552(a)(6)(A)(i). Mr. West has not produced any evidence demonstrating 
that the alleged letter was received by HUD. Since the agency's declarations affinn that a search of 
HUD'S databases did not produce evidence that the agency ever received Mr. West's request for 
relevant HUD statutes, regulations and policies, he has not exhausted his administrative remedies. 
HUD also argues that Mr. West did not exhaust administrative remedies because he 
did not submit his FOIA request to the proper HUD office. A requester must comply with an 
agency's published regulations for filing a proper FOIA request. 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(3)(A). The 
failure to comply with an agency's FOIA regulations is the equivalent of a failure to exhaust. Ivey 
V. Snow, No. 05-1095. 2006 WL 2051339. at ^3 (D.D.C. July 20. 2006); Flowers v. IRS, 307 F. 
Supp. 2d 60. 68 (D.D.C. 2004); Dale v. IRS, 238 F. Supp. 2d 99. 103 (D.D.C. 2002). 

A request for records located at HUD headquarters is required to be made in person 
or by mail to the FOIA Division. Office of General Counsel. Washington. DC, or through an 
electronic request form on the agency's website. 24 C.F.R. § 1 5. 1 03(c) (2006). Mr. West's March 
8. 2005 request allegedly was mailed to Anita Robinson. Director, Enforcement Support Division, 
U.S. Housing & Urban Development. Washington. DC. Second Am. Compl. If 5 «& Ex. A. The 

-6- 
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request was not submitted to the proper address or individual and did not comply with agency 
regulations. Therefore, Mr. West has failed to exhaust on this basis as well. 

Despite Mr. West's failure to exhaust, the Court may review the merits of Mr. West's 
claim because the FOIA exhaustion requirement is a prudential consideration, Wilbur v. CIA, 355 
F.3d 675, 677 (D.C. Cir. 2004); it is not jurisdictional. Hidalgo v. FBI, 344 F.3d 1256, 1258 (D.C. 
Cir. 2003). 

HUD clearly has not violated FOIA. Mr. West' s March 2005 request sought federal 
statutes, regulations, and policies regarding HUD Section 8 housing. An agency is not required to 
provide copies of federal regulations or perform legal research for the requester. Landmark Legal 
Found. V. EFA, 272 F. Supp. 2d 59, 64 (D.D.C. 2003). Because HUD is not obligated under FOIA 
to provide this information, no purpose would be served by having the agency further consider Mr. 
West's March 2005 request. 

B. August 2005 Request ' 

Mr. West's second request, on August 29, 2005, was for information obtained by 
HUD during an ongoing investigation of a complaint concerning alleged housing discrimination 
made by Mr. West. In response to this request, HUD informed Mr. West that the Fair Housing Act 
prohibited the release of the information until the investigation has been completed. 



' In submitting this request, Mr. West also failed to comply with HUD's regulations 
because he did not submit the request to the proper HUD office. His request for inforaiation on 
the agency's investigation of his discrimination complaint was e-mailed to Franklin 
Montgomery, an Equal Opportunity Specialist in HUD's St. Louis office. Second Am. Compl. ^ 
12 & Ex. C; Decl. of Franklin Montgomery 1[ 1 & Ex. 1. A request for records located in a HUD 
field office must be mailed or delivered to the FOIA Liaison in the appropriate field office. 24 
C.F.R. § 15.103(b) (2006). Like the March 2005 FOL\ request discussed above, Mr. West also 
failed to exhaust his August 2005 request. 
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FOIA Exemption 3 covers records that are "specifically exempted from disclosure 
by statute . . . provided that such statute either "(A) [requires withholding] in such a manner as to 
leave no discretion on the issue." or «(B) establishes particular criteria for withholding or refers to 
particular types of matters to be witiiheld." 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3). To uphold non-disclosure under 
Exemption 3, diere must be a qualifying disclosure-prohibiting statute and the logical inclusion of 
tiie witiiheld records within the scope and coverage of that statute. Pub. Citizen Health Research 
Group V. FDA, 704 F.2d 1280. 1284 (D.C. Cir. 1983); Nat'lSec. Archive Fund. Inc. v. CIA, 402 F. 
Supp. 2d 21 1. 216 (D.D.G. 2005). 

The Fair Housing Act's provision regarding the disclosure of information about a 
discrimination investigation provides that: 

(1) Nothing said or done in the course of conciliation under tiiis 
subchapter may be made public or used as evidence in a subsequent 
proceeding under this subchapter without the written consent of the 
persons concerned. 

(2) Notwithstandingparagraph (1), the Secretary shall make available 
to the aggrieved person and tiie respondent, at any time, upon request 
following completion of the Secretary's investigation, information 
denyed from an investigation and any final investigative report 
relating to that investigation. 

42 U.S.C. § 3610(d). 

The information sought by Mr. West is "derived from an investigation," as he 
requested documents related to the ongoing investigation of his discrimination complaint. The 
statute limits disclosure to interested parties, such as Mr. West, upon the completion of the 
investigation. HUD properly withheld the documents under Exemption 3. 



-8- 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, HUD's motion to dismiss or for summary judgment will be 
granted, and Mr. West's motion for judgment on the pleadings will be denied. A separate order 
accompanies this Memorandum Opinion. 



Date: September 15, 2006 lsl_ 



ROSEMARY M. COLLYER 
United States District Judge 
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15_104 
Section 

Code of Federal Regulations] 

Title 24, volume Ij 

Revised as of April 1, 2005] 
From the U.S. Government Printing Office via GPO Access 
[CITE: 24CFR15.104] 

[Page 180] 

TITLE 24--HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

PART 15_PUBLIC ACCESS TO HUD RECORDS UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 

Subpart B_FOIA Disclosure of Information 

Sec. 15.104 What are the time periods for HUD to respond to my request for 
records? 

(a) what time limits generally apply? If you have met the fee 
requirements of sec. 15.110, HUD, in general, will respond within 20 
working days after the correct office receives your request. If you have 
sent your request to the wrong office, that office will send it to the 
correct office within 10 working days and will send you an 
acknowledgment letter. 

(b) what time limits apply to requests made on behalf of another 
person? The time limits described in paragraph (a) of this section also 
apply to requests you make on behalf of another person for information 
about that person. However, the time limits will not commence to run 
until HUD's receipt of the document signed by that person authorizing 
you to request information on his or her behalf. If you make your 
request on behalf of another person without including such signed 
authorization, HUD will inform you of the authorization needed. 

Cc) what time limits apply in unusual circumstances? If you have 
requested an especially large number of records, the records are not 
located in the office handling the request, or HUD needs to consult with 
another government office, HUD will notify you that extra time is 
required and provide an estimate of that time, if the extra time needed 
is more than 10 working days beyond the general time limit set out in 
paragraph (a) of this section, HUD will offer you any opportunity to 
limit the scope of your request so that HUD may process it within the 
extra 10 working day period. 

(d) What time limits apply to my request for expedited processing? 
If you requested expedited processing, HUD will notify you within 10 
working days after it receives your request whether it will grant 
expediting processing. 

[[Page 181]] 
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